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Abstract: The main purpose of this study is to identify the staffs’ integrity level of Human Resource and 
Administrative Department (BPSMPA), Malaysian Anti-Corruption Commission (MACC), and the 
factor(s) that influencing their integrity level the most. Other objectives include to examine the 
relationships between the factors and their integrity level; and to examine the underlying demography 
factors that could predict their integrity level. Data were collected through a survey of 104 respondents. 
Analysis of the quantitative data suggests that the integrity level of BPSMPA, MACC staffs is at 
ordinary level which proposes factors that influenced their integrity level the most are religiosity, job 
performance, and leadership quality. The presences of leadership quality, religiosity, job performance, 
along with the transformational plan are significantly associated with their integrity level. The results 
also suggest that the relative importance of respondents’ year of employment in predicting integrity level 
differed according to the integrity domains. This research does generalized BPSMPA staffs’ integrity 
level and its relationship with leadership quality, religiosity, job performance, and transformational plan. 
Therefore, this study could be replicated in other enforcement agencies in order to find the non-
enforcement staffs’ integrity level. 
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Transformation in government services is highly needed as changed in the business and society has 
occurred. Demand on the best service delivery with good performance has highly raised and government 
is racing into increasing its delivery. In order to compete in a globalized situation, government has built 
various strategies. The strategies adopted are not only focused on improving service delivery and 
performance, but also related to retaining talented who are having high performance and high 
competence in workplace (Berger and Berger 2004). But still, integrity has emerged as a critical driver 
to the organizational success in today’s competitive business. Integrity is defined as a moral attribution 
that we placed on another person’s behaviour rather than an account about the consistency of that 
person’s words and actions (Kaiser and Hogan 2010). It exhibits obligations through their actions as 
employees and their attitude towards achieving organizational strategies whole heartedly. 
Fighting corruption is a part of Malaysia’s six initiatives that has been selected as a focus in Government 
Transformational Programs (GTP) on 28th January 2010.  
 
The objective of GTP is to accelerate government’s performance in order to achieve Vision 2020 that 
committed to nine aims that include in economic, politic, social, spiritual, psychological and cultural. 
Therefore, the GTP on fighting corruption has been constructed and put under Malaysian Anti-
Corruption Commission (MACC) obligation.  
 
As the implementer, MACC need to ensure its staffs from various service schemes background well 
versed about the government’s fighting corruption plan which include integrity as the main pillar. As an 
integrity obligatory government’s body, MACC has to find preventive measures on moral and ethics 
problems among civil servants. In such, improving the efficiency and integrity values agenda is the most 
important task in MACC core business.  
 
The establishment of Integrity Unit in each Government’s Ministry/ Agency/ Department is to ensure 
that all public officers are not involved in unlawful and unethical behaviour. The Unit also responsible in 
providing knowledge and administer the implementation of Government’s integrity programs. Thus, 
these Integrity Units will be held by civil servants but fully monitored by MACC. Before that, MACC 
need to ensure its staffs especially non-uniformed staffs’ integrity level is at their best. It is because 
during recruitment process of uniformed staff, MACC has been given autonomy by Public Service 




Therefore, special screening in defining high-integrity officer involved during the process. But MACC 
was not involved in the selection of non-uniformed staffs as the recruitment process is under SPA 
responsibility and the placement in MACC is prepared by the Public Service Department (JPA).Hence, 
integrity level of these staffs is not being measured yet before they entered MACC. In respective of 
government’s vision on eliminating corruption, the integrity level among the public officers must be 
known in order to be in line with the vision so that all public officers have a high level of integrity in 
delivering their services. 
 
The objective of this study is to identify MACC non-uniformed staffs’ integrity level; examine the 
relationship between independent variables (leadership quality, religiosity, job performance, and 
transformational plan)and the staffs’  integrity values; identify factor(s)(leadership quality, religiosity, 
job performance; and transformational plan) influenced the staffs’ integrity level the most; and identify 
the staffs’ integrity level differences according to demographic variables (gender, age and year of 
employment). 
 
Literature Review  
Dependent Variable 
Earlier in 1973, definition of values as the individual's prescriptive beliefs concerning the desirability of 
certain modes of conduct or end-states of behaviour (Glover, Bumpus, Logan and Ciesla 1997). As 
described by Kim and Sik (2012), integrity is the inner sense of "wholeness", originating from qualities 
such as honesty, sincerity and consistency of character. Integrity refers to the quality of a person's 
character. Integrity is also assigned to various aspects or elements of a person's life as it could explains 
as attributes such as professional, intellectual and artistic integrity. But from most literatures, integrity is 
always correlates with ethics, morals and character.  
 
Kaiser and Hogan (2010) used the terms of integrity in three definitions: (1) ethics as moral principles 
that govern a person’s or group’s behaviour; (2) morals as standards of behaviour or beliefs concerning 
what is and is not acceptable to do; and (3) character as a person’s good reputation, to describe or define 
each other (synonymously). Therefore, ethics refers to the “values and behaviours that society defines as 
desirable and that provide the rules for judging actions as good or bad” (Pojman 1995). In ethics, 
integrity is considered as the honesty and truthfulness or accuracy of one's actions (Kim and Sik 2012). 
Integrity also can be deliberate as the opposite of hypocrisy, in that it views internal consistency as a 
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virtue, and suggests that parties holding apparently conflicting values should excuse for the discrepancy 
or alter their beliefs.  
 
Thus, in this study, integrity is defined as individual that has knowledge, awareness, appreciation, and 
commit to the good values consistently in all interaction and action within the context of excellence 
achievement, and personal and organizational well-being (Ezhar, Azimi, Hanina and Amini 2010). Like 
beauty, integrity is in the eyes of the beholder. 
 
Studies on integrity has been debated whether it has connection with personality or not. In the famous 
personality model – the Big Five Model - Hogan and Brinkmeyer (1997) described the psychological 
gap between personality and integrity measure is not as broad as expected. It is proven from Ashton, Lee 
and Son (2000) that the Big Five personality dimensions are strongly correlated with honesty or integrity 
factor as representing reluctance versus willingness to exploit others. Thus, honesty or integrity is the 
sixth factor of the personality model (Lee, Ashton, Morrison, Cordery, and Dunlop 2008) because 
personality traits are practical utility in terms of providing valid information about the person’s 
personality that is not captures by self-reports.  
 
In another study, Ezhar et.al (2010) includes three personality traits: accountability (disciplined, 
responsible, honest, corruption-free, and power abuse) knowledgeable (rationale, optimist, and 
innovative) and courtesy (polite and caring) touched holistic view in integrity values. The study 
concluded that accountability is staffs’ determination on fulfilling the assigned duties and 
responsibilities (Ezhar et.al 2010) is believed can lead to increased efficiency, effectiveness, and justice 
(Power 1997).Meanwhile, knowledgeable is staffs strong mind-set in managing personal and 
organization that is important in integrity values practices as it will provide success and high integrity 
values in the organization. On the courtesy personality trait, the study summarized that order and show 
civility when doing the job given provides level of integrity.  
 
Independent Variables 
Leadership quality as an independent variable in integrity study has widely discussed in management 
literatures. Simons (1999) described that the trust of subordinates in their managers is widely recognized 
as critically important. It is because subordinates' trust not only recognizes as a result in any leadership 
theory, but trust may also be seen as an integral component of charismatic leadership (Bass 1990; Bycio, 
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Hackett, and Allen 1995).According to the leadership literature, integrity is a vital value of good leaders 
(Russell 2001) and is prominent in servant leadership (Smith, Montagno, and Kuzmenko 2004).  
 
Integrity is domineering in constructing interpersonal and organizational trust (Russell and Stone 2002) 
such that trust and credibility are best sustained through leaders’ actions that are consistent with the 
leaders’ embraced values (Kramer 1996). Morgan (1989) explored the link between integrity and 
leadership through trust. He found that integrity was the most important variable related to trust, while 
the motivation scale was the most important variable related to overall leadership, leadership in groups 
and long-term potential. However, none of the studies discussed in Morgan’s examined the relative 
impact of values in general and integrity in particular on leader effectiveness compared to leadership 
behaviours. It is important to understand this relative impact. When subordinates see leaders’ behaviours 
dominating the prediction of performance, this tells them that integrity is relatively less important; when 
values dominate, integrity is more important.  
 
This lack of exploration of the relative impact of values and behaviours on perceptions is equally absent 
in the leadership literature. Ezhar et.al (2010) also strongly support studies on leadership quality impact 
on integrity level as he defined leadership quality in integrity study is immediate supervisor actions on 
practicing integrity in delegating tasks, making decision, and handling corrupt or power abuse situations.  
 
Although religion and morality are not the same things, there are obviously links. Religion includes, 
“particularly belief in an inspiring reality or spiritual being, religiosity which is signified by the beliefs 
held and practices in which devotees engage, and affiliation with a religious organisation” (Marquette 
2012). On the other hand, Gert (2011) define morality as either: (1) descriptively, refer to a code of 
conduct that put forward by a society or some other group, such as a religion, or accepted by an 
individual for her own behaviour; or (2) normatively, refer to a code of conduct that, given specified 
conditions, would be put forward by all rational persons. In this sense, religion certainly can be, and 
most often is, concerned with morality, but morality does not have to be concerned with religion.  
 
Marquette (2012)’s research showed that religion may have some impact on attitudes towards integrity 
behaviour. This is because dishonesty is seen as being so widespread, so constructed into the system, 
that being dishonesty often makes little sense. Houston, Freeman, and Feldman (2008) explained that 
relationship between religiosity and integrity is an ethic that holds the importance of the common good, 
service to others, and social equity. It is because religiosity has been found to retain more humanitarian 
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and spiritual attitudes than others. Religiosity values influence a wide range of behaviours, including 
voting and volunteering, and play an important role in the decision making (Dionne, Elshtain, and 
Drogosz 2004; Lam 2002; and Putnam 2000). Thus, in Malaysians context, religiosity in integrity study 
is defined as good values in self-directed, social interpersonal-interactive, and ritual or formal worship 
that based on religion (Ezhar et al. 2010).  
 
Reena and Shakil (2009) described that job performance is interconnected to motivation in workplace. 
They suggested that job performance is operationally defined as the “inner force that drives individuals 
to achieve personal and organizational goals”. Ezhar et.al (2010) notion that job performance in integrity 
study is having high sense of belonging to the organization with employees contribute, being responsible 
and accept organization matters as their own. This definition noted clearly that job performance has a 
strong relationship with integrity level. According to La Motta (1995), “good job performance is simply 
the reason individuals have for doing the things they do when and how they do them”. Danlami, Sulu, 
and Salami (2012) added that job satisfaction and affective commitment would positively associate with 
integrity values while continuance commitment in job would exhibit a negative association.  
 
Transformational plan strategized by the management usually not easily to be accepted by the employees 
especially if it involved integrity values. It is reasonable to expect that arrangement among the 
organization’s mission and purpose, and employees’ values and higher purpose promotes organizational 
integrity, and nurturing spirit at work. Moreover, clarity of personal and organizational values (Kouzes 
and Posner 2002) and arrangement between the two is associated with enlarged employee commitment 
to the organization.  
 
Watson (2003) recognized that changes involving structure and job security must be justifiable to 
stakeholders and other interested observers. To accomplish this, these changes must assume the essence 
of fairness. A focus on fairness enhances the likelihood of an effective and successful change initiative 
(Cobb, Folger, and Wooten 1995). Fairness in transformational plan should mandate respect for the 
dignity, integrity and rights of every member within the changing organization (Stephens and Cobb 
1999).  
 
Consequently, research on perceptions of fairness is complicated because of the various ideas, norms 
and values – ideology – that encourage others to understand and interpret changes through 
management’s preferred cognitive frame of reference (Watson 2003).In the context of understanding the 
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integrity transformational plan in enforcement agencies, employees may have fully understand the plan, 
but in order to practice it is a bit harder. It because proper enforcement authorities  works may 
sometimes be contrary to the interest of citizens as they requires  that is both sensitive to legitimate 
expectations and resistant to illegitimate expectations (Kaptein and Reenen 2001). Such situation makes 
integrity in enforcement organizations much more difficult than in other types of organizations even 
though the organization has developed integrity transformational plan.  
 
But, Kaptein and Reenen (2001) added that it is true that breaches of integrity cannot be entirely 
prevented but, by taking measures at the organization level with strategizing transformational plan, the 
management can ensure that the damage to the organization and its environment is limited.  
 
Therefore, this study defined transformational plan as MACC Strategic Plan 2011-2013 that focused on 
four main fields: (1) effective investigation management, (2) effective society’s prevention and 
education system on bribery, (3) improve society’s trust on MACC; and (4) well-planned human 
resource development – in the end will create professional and accountable MACC staffs (Ezhar et al. 
2010).  
 
Conceptual Framework and Hypotheses 
Based on the above literature on integrity, leadership quality, religiosity, job performance, and 
transformational plan, the following conceptual framework was developed. The cornerstone of the 
framework is tied around the fact that effective leadership quality, religiosity, job performance, and 
transformational plan would lead to an increased level of integrity. The model is presented in Figure 1.  





















Independent Variable Dependent Variable 
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In order to achieve the objectives designed for this study, the following research hypotheses are stated in 
their null form based on the revelations in the review of literature concerning integrity level, leadership 
quality, religiosity, job performance, transformational plan, and demographic factors:  
Hypothesis 1: There is a positive relationship between leadership quality and integrity level. 
Hypothesis2: There is a positive relationship between religiosity and integrity level. 
Hypothesis 3: There is a positive relationship between job performance and integrity level. 
Hypothesis 4: There is a positive relationship between transformational plan and integrity level. 
Hypothesis 5: There is a factor(s) that influenced staffs’ integrity levels the most. 
Hypothesis 6: There are differences between demographic variables and staffs’ integrity level 
 
Methodology  
Population and Sampling Techniques 
The unit analysis of the study is all staffs in Human Resource and Administration Department 
(BPSMPA) MACC. Therefore, the populations of this study were163 staffs in BPSMPA. They consist 
of administrative and diplomatic officers, assistant administrative officers, assistant accountants, clerks, 
secretary, technicians, labour and driver. 
The sample size of the study was computed to be 113 staffs as suggested by Krejcie and Morgan (1970) 
for estimating sample size. Using proportionate stratified simple random sampling technique, data was 
collected through the use of a structured questionnaire. 
 
Analytical techniques 
Data collected was subjected to descriptive statistics, Pearson correlation analysis and multiple 
regression analysis. In order to gain perspectives into the demographic characteristics of respondents, t-
test and analysis of variance (ANOVA) of responses was calculated. T-test and ANOVA were used in 
ascertaining whether or not there is a significant difference between the two or more groups of 
demographic factors and their integrity level values. While regression analysis was used to determine the 
predictor powers of leadership quality, religiosity, job performance, and transformational plan, 









The instrument used in measuring integrity level, leadership quality, religiosity, job performance, and 
transformational plan was adopted from MyIntegrity (Civil Servants Integrity Self-evaluation 
Instruments) developed by Ezhar et al. (2010). MyIntegrity was designed based on the importance and 
role of integrity; and the need to benchmark and monitor the integrity level of civil servants 
systematically.  
The questionnaire in was divided into twenty-nine sections. Section one to Section ten consists of sixty-
two items that seek to measure ten sub domains (disciplined, responsible, honest, corruption-free, power 
abuse-free, innovative, optimist, rationale, polite and caring) in integrity level. The five point-likert scale 
with multiple items was used to measure the dependent variable. The respondents were requires to 
choose their perception to indicate the appropriateness of each statement relate to integrity level, with 1 
is not related at all and five is strongly related. Section eleven to Section fourteen consists of forty items 
measuring four independent variables: leadership quality, and religiosity (five point-likert scale with one 
is never and five is common practice), job performance (five point-likert scale with one is strongly 
disagree and five is strongly agree) and transformational plan (three point-likert scale with one is not 
sure and five is sure).  
The last fifteen sections consist of demographical background of the respondents including gender, age, 
race, job position, length of service with the government sector, work achievements and discipline 
background. Overall, MyIntegrity touched on independent variables and dependent variable that has a 
total of twenty-nine sections with hundred and seventeen items that provide accurate assessment of 
individual’ integrity level.  
 
Integrity Index  
Integrity index in this instrument was developed (Ezhar et al. 2010) on the combination of the three 
average scores on the measured domains (accountability, knowledge and courtesy). Thus, in this 
instrumentation index, average score of accountability is weighs at .50, knowledge average score is 






Integrity Index = (.50) Accountability average score + (.30) Knowledge 
average score + (.20) Courtesy average score 
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For the purposes of facilitating the interpretation, the index scores are categorized into four integrity 
level bands. The band levels are: excellent, good, ordinary, and weak. Range of the average scores of the 
four bands are as follows: 
 
 Table 1: Range of Integrity Level  
Level Range of integrity level average scores 
Excellent Above than 4.25 (85% to 100%)
Good 4.00 – 4.24 (80% to 84%)
Ordinary 2.50 – 3.99 (50% to 79%)
Weak Below than 2.50 (below than 50%)
 
Result  
This study sought to answer the following central question: What is the factor(s) that influenced 
BPSMPA, MACC staff’s integrity level the most? 
 
In a nutshell, BPSMPA staffs MyIntegrity level is at ordinary level. Table 2 is the details on the 
calculation and rating of MyIntegrity index. 
 
Table 2: BPSMPA, MACC MyIntegrity Index Calculation  
No. Instrument Score Point Weightage Result 
1. Accountability index 4.1011 77.53 0.5 38.76 
2. Knowledgeable index 3.8952 72.38 0.3 21.71 
3. Courtesy index 3.9795 74.49 0.2 14.90 
 MyIntegrity composite   1.0 75.38 
 MyIntegrity level    3 
 
Correlation analyses were conducted to determine whether leadership quality, religiosity, job 
performance, and transformational plan have any relationship towards integrity level. In the preliminary 
analyses that were performed, all independent variables were positively significant to the integrity level. 
The strongest linear relationship existed between integrity level and religiosity where accountability 
value is r = 0.771, knowledgeable value is r = 0.769, and courtesy value is r = 0.781 at p < 0.01.  
 
The second highest correlation was found between integrity level and job performance where 
accountability value is r = 0.709, knowledgeable value is r = 0.771, and courtesy value is r = 0.737 at p < 
0.01. The third highest correlation was found between integrity level and leadership quality where 
accountability value is r = 0.409, knowledgeable value is r = 0.423, and courtesy value is r = 0.442 at p < 
0.01. The lowest correlation existed between integrity level and transformational plan where 
eISBN 978-967-0910-76-5 974
 
accountability value is r = 0.434, knowledgeable value is r = 0.408, and courtesy value is r = 0.421 at p < 
0.01.   (See Table 3) 
 
 
Table 3: Correlation Analyses between Integrity Level and Independent Variables 






Accountability .409** .771** .709** .434** 
Knowledgeable .423** .769** .771** .408** 
Courtesy .442** .781** .737** .421** 
     ** Significance level at p<0.01 
 
Multiple regressions had been done to examine how well a set of variables is able to predict a particular 
outcome. The multiple regressions test was also performed to determine the factor(s) that influenced 
integrity level the most (See Table 4).  
 






B Std. Error Beta 
(Constant) .666 .229 2.195 .004 
Religiosity .467 .065 .514 7.154 .000 
Job performance .334 .084 .354 3.981 .000 
Leadership quality .065 .033 .113 1.970 .052 
Transformational plan .010 .064 .010 .154 .878 
 *p < 0.05, p < 0.01             
 
Based on Table 4, regression analysis shows that only three factors entered into the model, made 
statistical significant to integrity level and that factors were leadership quality ((Beta = 0.113, p = 0.052 
< 0.05), religiosity (Beta = 0.514, p = 0.000 < 0.05), and job performance (Beta = 0.354, p = 0.000< 
0.05). Therefore, findings show that those three factors had significantly relationship towards integrity 
level. 
 
To determine the mean differences based on gender, t-test was performed between the three integrity 
level domains (accountability, knowledgeable, and courtesy) on respondents. Table 5 showed that there 
was no significant difference in the learner autonomy based on gender; male (M = 21.72, SD = 4.283) 




Table 5: T-test Analysis on Integrity Level Mean Differences According to Gender  
Variable N M SD t p 
Accountability domain .133 .895 
Male 24 38.59 7.096
Female 80 38.79 6.202
Knowledgeable domain -.045 .964 
Male 24 21.72 4.283
Female 80 21.68 3.887
Courtesy domain .153 .878 
Male 24 14.82 2.559
Female 80 14.91 2.503
 
Table 6 showed that there was no significant difference in the integrity level based on age. In this study, 
the age is grouped in three categories: younger than 29 years old, between 30 years to 39 years, and 
older than 40 years. Findings from one-way ANOVA analysis show that accountability was respectively 
in value of (F = 1.028, p = 0.362), knowledgeable (F = 0.115, p=0.892) and courtesy (F = 0.531, p = 
0.590).  
 
Table 6: One-way ANOVA Analysis on Integrity Level Mean Differences According to Age 
Variable N M SD F P 
Accountability domain 1.028 .362 
< 29 year old 35 38.34 5.755
30 – 39 year old 40 39.47 5.852
> 40 year old 15 40.89 6.217
Knowledgeable domain .115 .892 
< 29 year old 35 21.83 3.603
30 – 39 year old 40 21.96 4.062
> 40 year old 15 22.39 3.368
Courtesy domain .531 .590 
< 29 year old 35 14.80 2.047
30 – 39 year old 40 15.37 2.589
> 40 year old 15 15.10 2.413
 
One-way ANOVA was performed to analyse the existence of demographic difference based on year of 
employment on integrity level. The outcome of the analysis done is as in Table 7shows that there are 
clearly significant differences for all integrity level (accountability, knowledgeable, and courtesy) and 
respondents’ year of employment. Respondents were divided into three categories: below than two 
years, between two to four years, and more than four years. Based on the one-way ANOVA analyses, it 
was found that there was significant differences in accountability domain as below than two years 
employment (M=40.92, SD=5.358), between two to four years (M=36.72, SD=4.911), and more than 
four years (M=34.99, SD=5.788) with the value of [F (55) = 6.388, p = 0.003].  There were also 
significant differences in knowledgeable domain as below than two years employment (M = 22.41, SD = 
3.112), between two to four years (M=21.44, SD=3.125), and more than 4 years (M=19.46, SD=4.220) 
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with the value of [F (55) = 3.302, p = 0.045]. Last but not least, there are also significant differences in 
courtesy domain as below than two years employment (M=15.36, SD=1.952), between two to four years 
(M=14.67, SD= 2.014), and more than four years (M=13.14, SD=2.076) with the value of [F (55) = 
5.418, p = 0.007].  
 
Table 7: One-way ANOVA Analysis on Integrity Level Mean Differences According to Year of   
Employment 
Variables N M SD F p 
Accountability domain 6.388 .003 
< 2 years 27 40.92 5.358
2 – 4 years 15 36.72 4.911
> 4 years 13 34.99 5.788
Knowledgeable domain 3.302 .045 
< 2 years 27 22.41 3.112
2 – 4 years 15 21.44 3.125
> 4 years 13 19.46 4.220
Courtesy domain 5.418 .007 
< 2 years 27 15.36 1.952
2 – 4 years 15 14.67 2.014





The main purpose of this study is to determine factor(s) that influence BPSMPA, MACC staffs’ integrity 
level the most. The empirical results provide strong support to the proposed research framework and 
hypotheses. The research study resulted in four major findings. The first major finding is BPSMPA 
staffs’ integrity level. The study aims to find MACC non-uniformed staffs integrity level whether their 
integrity levels were up to the MACC’s vision and mission. Based on the integrity index result, it could 
be concluded that BPSMPA staffs’ integrity level according to accountability, knowledgeable, and 
courtesy is at ordinary level.  
 
This finding is something that cannot be proud of because as a government body that has been given a 
mandate to fight corruption in Malaysia, MACC staffs need to be in excellent level. It may be due to the 
lack of monitoring on the implementations such as respecting rules, regulations and work procedures 
more; appreciate more their job scope and committed to do the tasks; more sincere and trustworthy in 
words or in actions; never accepting or giving bribe even though there is a chance; and performing more 




The second major finding is to examine the relationship between independent variables (leadership 
quality, religiosity, job performance, and transformational plan) and BPSMPA staffs’ integrity level. 
Based on the Pearson’s correlation analysis results, it could be concluded that all independent variables 
have positive relationship with the integrity level. With the support of these four independent variables, 
MACC staffs’ integrity values could be improved if each of the variables being strengthens.   
 
The third major finding is identifying factor(s) from leadership quality, religiosity, job performance; and 
transformational plan that influenced BPSMPA staffs’ integrity level the most. Based on the findings 
from the stepwise regression analysis, it can be concluded that religiosity, job performance and 
leadership quality are predictor factors for integrity level, whereby religiosity is the major predictor. It 
maybe because religions are the strong base of good practices that teaches harmony lifestyle holistically. 
On the other hand, transformational plan factor is not a predictor. It may be because this factor did not 
provide any impact to the staffs’ integrity level. 
 
The fourth major finding is on identifying BPSMPA staffs’ integrity level differences according to 
demographic variables (gender, age and year of employment). From the t-test and ANOVA analyses 
results, conclusions that could be made were staffs’ year of employment is a predictor to the integrity 
level. Staffs that have been working more than four years in MACC have better accountability, 
knowledgeable and courtesy about integrity values in their lives. It may be due to the more exposures 
they received while dealing with integrity issues whether from working experience or integrity courses 
they have attended.  
 
This finding is different from Ezhar et al. (2010) as they found that length of service did not give any 
impact to the employees’ integrity level. Meanwhile, gender and age are not predictors in determining 
staffs’ integrity level in all three integrity domains (accountability, knowledgeable, and courtesy). This 
finding also verified that Glover et.al (1997) study on gender and age as integrity level predictors cannot 
be proven in the context of BPSMPA, staffs. 
 
Conclusion and Recommendation  
 
From the presented data, MACC still has a long journey onto having staffs with excellent level of 
integrity. It is because there were no staffs’ integrity domains from accountability, knowledgeable, and 
courtesy at excellent level of integrity and the total of staffs at good level was still small. Therefore, 
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MACC must strategize plans and approaches that lead to increase staffs’ integrity level not only in 
BPSMPA, but across all departments. MACC need to create an ideal integrity work culture in the 
workplace comprehensively. 
 
There is strong integrity foundation and potentially high factors that could improve MACC staffs’ 
integrity level. Following are some suggestions that the study proposed to improve MACC staffs’ 
integrity level: 
a. Create mentor-mentee system which provides immediate supervisor a coach / counsellor / mentor 
/ facilitator. 
b. Legislate training programmes that lead to accentuate staffs’ credibility in increasing the three 
integrity domains (accountability, knowledgeable, and courtesy). Special attention should be 
given to courtesy domain as it has the lowest level in all three domains. In order to be excelled 
in integrity, MACC should expand its integrity training programs not only on the investigation 
officers, but also to all civilian staffs in the organization. Among self-development course that 
need to be prioritized is ego management. It is needed on instilling integrity value thoroughly - 
mentally, physically and professionally. 
c. Recheck teamwork approaches on emphasizing participation and reducing gap. This 
recommendation could be done by creating environment whereby every staff senses themselves 
worth and can contribute to the organization. 
d. Provide space and opportunity on increasing self-development and integrity value to a higher 
level. This recommendation should be done especially for young staffs. It is important for 
future leadership quality improvement and continuity. 
e. From religiosity aspect, method that can be used in strengthening staffs’ integrity values is to 
instil accountability element and professionalism in the actual success context. 
 
In addition to the recommendations above, longitudinal study need to be handled with the same 
instrument that will identify gaps that need to be overcome in the effort of increasing MACC staffs 
integrity level. This study also could be replicated in other enforcement agencies in order to find the 
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